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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicant has amended claims 1 , 4-8, 1 1 , 35, 37-41 and canceled claims 
2, 3, 10, 12-34, 36 in the amendment filed on 7/29/2008. Claims 1, 4-9, 11, 35, 37-42 
are pending in this Office Action. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 4-9, 1 1 , 35, 37-42 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1 and 35 are objected to because of the following informalities: the 
term "that snippet" should be written as "a snippet" to make claim clearer. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 35, 37-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claims fail to 
place the invention squarely within one statutory class of invention. On paragraph 0008 
of the instant specification, applicant has provided evidence that applicant intends the 
"medium" to a network medium that can include signals. As such, the claim is drawn to 
a form of energy. Energy is not one of the four categories of invention and therefore 
this claim(s) is/are not statutory. Energy is not a series of steps or acts and thus is not a 
process. Energy is not a physical article or object and as such is not a machine or 
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manufacture. Energy is not a combination of substances and therefor not a composition 
of matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claim 42 recites the limitation "the search result document link" in page 
5, line 2. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1, 4, 35, 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Hennings et al (or hereinafter "Hennings") (US 6763496) in view of Cupps et al (or 

hereinafter "Cupps") (US 5991739). 

As to claim 1, Hennings teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving a search query from a client device" as receiving a search request 

from a user device (col. 6, lines 19-21, fig. 6; col. 6, lines 10-30; col. 5, lines 15-25); 
"generating at least one search result in response to the search query" as 

displaying a homepage 100 as a result in response to a user request (fig. 2), "the 
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search result being associated with a search result document link to a search result 
document, the search result including a plurality of snippets extracted from the search 
result document" as homepage 100 associated text hyperlink anchors to another 
webpage 1 18 as a search result document. For instance, clicking on either icon 104 or 
text hyperlink anchor 1 12 will link the browser to Cruises page 118 (fig. 2, col. 6, lines 
47-55); 

"generating an instruction corresponding to the search result, the instruction 
being to a document browser to display the search result on the client device" as 
clicking on either icon 1 04 or anchor 1 1 2 will link the browser to Cruises page 1 1 8 
indicate the system generate an instruction corresponding to the homepage 100 (fig. 2, 
col. 6, lines 47-55), 

"to navigate directly to a portion of one of the snippets within the search result 
document when the snippet is selected by a user" as homepage 100 is at the top level 
of the content hierarchy, and there is a nested page for each of the travel categories 
that can be reached by either clicking one of the picture icons or one of the associated 
text hyperlink anchors. For instance, clicking on either icon 104 or text hyperlink anchor 
1 12 will link the browser to Cruises page 118, causing the Cruises page to open in the 
browser. The Cruises page, and the pages associated with the other travel categories 
(e.g., Air Travel page, Trains page, etc., are all nested at a second level of the content 
hierarchy. As with the homepage 100, Cruises page 118 also contains hyperlinks 
pointing to pages that are nested below it, including Alaska hyperlink 120, Caribbean 
hyperlink 122, Puerto Rico hyperlink 124, and Mexico hyperlink 126. Each of these 
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hyperlinks can be used to locate a page at a third level of the content hierarchy (fig. 2, 
col. 6, lines 47-60); 

"and displaying at least a portion of the snippet; providing the search result to the 
client device" as displaying the homepage 100 to the user (fig. 2). 

Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "to simultaneously 
display a plurality of frames in a frame set, each frame corresponding to a different 
corresponding one of the snippets ". 

Cupps teaches displaying frames in a frame set at the same time, a first frame 
corresponds to each different restaurant or first frame corresponds to #21 Bistecca Di 
Halbut Alia Griglia (figs 8-10). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Cupps's teaching of displaying frames in a frame set at 
the same time, a first frame corresponds to each different restaurant or first frame 
corresponds to #21 Bistecca Di Halbut Alia Griglia to Henning's system in order to allow 
a client to narrow down search result following his or her desire so that searching a 
search result is performed quickly. 

As to claims 4 and 37, Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the 
instruction includes an intra-document link for each snippet, each intra-document link 
pointing to the portion of the snippet within the search result document" as (col. 6, lines 
51-67). 
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As to claim 35, Hennings teaches the claimed limitations: 
"generating at least one search result in response to receiving a search query 
from a client device, the search result being associated with a search result document 
and including a plurality of snippets extracted from the search result document" as 
displaying a homepage 100 as a result in response to a user request (fig. 2), homepage 
100 associated text hyperlink anchors to another webpage 1 18 as a search result 
document. For instance, clicking on either icon 104 or text hyperlink anchor 112 will link 
the browser to Cruises page 118 (fig. 2, col.6, lines 47-55; col. 6, lines 10-30; col. 5, 
lines 15-25); 

" generating an instruction corresponding to the search result" as (fig. 2, col. 6, 
lines 47-60; col. 6, lines 10-30); 

"the instruction being to a document browser to display the search result on the 
client device; displaying at least a portion of the snippet; to navigate directly to a 
portion of one of the snippets within the search result document when that snippet is 
selected by a user" as homepage 100 is at the top level of the content hierarchy, and 
there is a nested page for each of the travel categories that can be reached by either 
clicking one of the picture icons or one of the associated text hyperlink anchors. For 
instance, clicking on either icon 104 or text hyperlink anchor 112 will link the browser 
to Cruises page 118, causing the Cruises page to open in the browser. The Cruises 
page, and the pages associated with the other travel categories (e.g., Air Travel 
page, Trains page, etc., are all nested at a second level of the content hierarchy. As 
with the homepage 100, Cruises page 118 also contains hyperlinks pointing to 
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pages that are nested below it, including Alaska hyperlink 120,Caribbean hyperlink 
122, Puerto Rico hyperlink 124, and Mexico hyperlink 126. Each of these hyperlinks 
can be used to locate a page at a third level of the content hierarchy (fig. 2, col. 6, 
lines 47-60); 

"providing the search result to the client device" as (fig. 2). 

Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "to simultaneously 
display a plurality of frames in a frame set, each frame corresponding to a different 
corresponding one of the snippets". 

Cupps teaches displaying frames in a frame set at the same time, a first frame 
corresponds to each different restaurant or first frame corresponds to #21 Bistecca Di 
Halbut Alia Griglia (figs 8-10). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Cupps's teaching of displaying frames in a frame set at 
the same time, a first frame corresponds to each different restaurant or first frame 
corresponds to #21 Bistecca Di Halbut Alia Griglia to Henning's system in order to allow 
a client to narrow down search result following his or her desire so that searching a 
search result is performed quickly. 

9. Claims 5-7 and 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hennings in view of Cupps and further in view of Caronni et al (or hereinafter 
"Caronni") (US 2003/0154221). 
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As to claim 5, Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
each intra-document link contains an artificial anchor undefined in the search result 
document". 

Caronni teaches when lookup routine determines that an entry corresponding to 
the entity name does not exist, it checks the system view table for an alternate file 
system entry. For example, if the lookup routine expands the entity name with a first 
uncommon string and no corresponding entry is found, the lookup routine may 
subsequently expand the entity name with a second uncommon string. The link 
S:\eng\user123\file 1 .txt contains user123 as an artificial anchor; thus, the lookup 
rountine expands the entity name with a second uncommon string for searching (fig. 4, 
paragraph [0030, 0037]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Caronni's teaching of when lookup routine determines 
that an entry corresponding to the entity name does not exist, it checks the system view 
table for an alternate file system entry. For example, if the lookup routine expands the 
entity name with a first uncommon string and no corresponding entry is found, the 
lookup routine may subsequently expand the entity name with a second uncommon 
string. The link S:\eng\user123\file 1 .txt contains user123 as an artificial anchor; thus, 
the lookup rountine expands the entity name with a second uncommon string for 
searching to Hennings's system in order to allow processes to enforce different views 
dependent on the context that a process is in and retrieve information corresponding to 
the expanded sequence. 
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As to claim 6, Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
each artificial anchor includes a preassigned artificial anchor designator designating the 
anchor as artificial". 

Caronni teaches when lookup routine determines that an entry corresponding to 
the entity name does not exist, it checks the system view table for an alternate file 
system entry. For example, if the lookup routine expands the entity name with a first 
uncommon string and no corresponding entry is found, the lookup routine may 
subsequently expand the entity name with a second uncommon string. The link 
S:\eng\user123\file 1 .txt contains user123 as an artificial anchor; thus, the lookup 
rountine expands the entity name with a second uncommon string for searching. 
S:\eng\ is represented as artificial anchor designator (fig. 4, paragraph [0030, 0037]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Caronni's teaching of when lookup routine determines 
that an entry corresponding to the entity name does not exist, it checks the system view 
table for an alternate file system entry. For example, if the lookup routine expands the 
entity name with a first uncommon string and no corresponding entry is found, the 
lookup routine may subsequently expand the entity name with a second uncommon 
string. The link S:\eng\user123\file 1 .txt contains user123 as an artificial anchor; thus, 
the lookup rountine expands the entity name with a second uncommon string for 
searching to Hennings's system in order to allow processes to enforce different views 



Application/Control Number: 10/750,183 
Art Unit: 2162 



Page 10 



dependent on the context that a process is in and retrieve information corresponding to 
the expanded sequence. 

As to claim 7, Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
each artificial anchor includes the preassigned artificial anchor designator as one of a 
prefix and a suffix and wherein the preassigned artificial anchor designator includes a 
preassigned set of text characters". 

Caronni teaches S:\eng\ as prefix. This prefix includes a set of character such 
as user123\file1 .txt or user342\file1 .txt . The S:\eng\ as anchor designator (fig. 4). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Caronni's teaching of \eng\ as prefix. This prefix 
includes a set of character such as user123\file1 .txt or user342\file1 .txt to Hennings's 
system in order to allow processes to enforce different views dependent on the context 
that a process is in and retrieve information corresponding to the expanded sequence. 

Claim 38 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 5. 
Claim 39 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 6. 
Claim 40 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 7. 

10. Claims 8-9 and 41-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hennings in view of Cupps and further in view of Hill et al (or hereinafter "Hill") (US 
2004/0024788). 
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As to claim 8, Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
each intra-document link points to an anchor at the intra-document portion, the anchor 
being defined in the search result document". 

Hill teaches Plant-Models List 20 gives a user a list of models of machines in the 
plant. Model 24 is a gateway that would list all of the units in the plant that are of the 
requested. The above information shows that the Plant-Model list 20 as a link to Model 
24 as an anchor at the unit in the plant (paragraphs [0052, 0091]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Hill's teaching to Henning's system in order to organize 
web pages of documents in hierarchy manner from a broad entity to a more specific 
entity so that a user can easily view modify a portion of a document easily and identify 
associations between documents within web pages. 

As to claim 9, Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
"determining whether the search result document link references an anchor defined in 
the search result document; and stripping the reference to the anchor from the search 
result document link if the search result document link references the anchor". 

Hill teaches Plant-Models list page 20 contains a link back to parent Model page 
24. It means that when a user want to back to parent Model page 24, the user select a 
link back in Plant-Model list page 20 and the system will strip the link to the parent 
Model page 24 as anchor (paragraph [0091]). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Hill's teaching of Plant-Models list page 20 contains a 
link back to parent Model page 24 to Henning's system in order to organize web pages 
of documents in hierarchy manner from a broad entity to a more specific entity so that a 
user can easily view modify a portion of a document easily and identify associations 
between documents within web pages. 

As to claim 41 , Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
each intra-document link points to an anchor defined in the search result document". 

Hill teaches Plant-Models List 20 gives a user a list of models of machines in the 
plant. Model 24 is a gateway that would list all of the units in the plant that are of the 
requested. The above information shows that the Plant-Model list 20 as a link to Model 
24 as an anchor at the unit in the plant (paragraphs [0052, 0091]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Hill's teaching to Henning's system in order to organize 
web pages of documents in hierarchy manner from a broad entity to a more specific 
entity so that a user can easily view modify a portion of a document easily and identify 
associations between documents within web pages. 

Claim 42 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 9. 
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1 1 . Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hennings in view of Cupps and further in view of Shanny (US 200401 5861 7). 

As to claim 1 1 , Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the providing 
the search result to the client device includes providing a search result page" as (fig. 2). 

Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the instruction 
is at least one of a hidden tag and an attribute on a tag in the search result page". 

Shanny teaches hidden tag (paragraph [0041]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Shanny's teaching of hidden tag to Hennings's system in 
order to allow transmission of all the input data as result data when instructions for 
submit are made and further to detect page load abandons in real time. 

12. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hennings in view of Cupps and further in view of Streble (US 6973492). 

As to claim 11, Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the providing the 
search result to the client device includes providing a search result page" as (fig. 2). 

Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the instruction 
is at least one of a hidden tag and an attribute on a tag in the search result page". 

Streble teaches tag with a hidden attribute (col. 4, lines 56-60). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Streble's teaching of tag with a hidden attribute to 
Hennings's system in order to allow transmission of all the input data as result data 
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when instructions for submit are made and further to detect page load abandons in real 
time. 

Conclusion 

1 3. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Tischer(US 7404142). 

Contact Information 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cam Y T. Truong whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4042. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Firday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
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